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DETAILED ACTION: Final Rejection 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-18 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1,2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kiso et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,757,809) in view of Wensley et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 4,375,683). 

As in claim 1, Kiso et al. teaches a memory modeling circuit with fault toleration, 
comprising: 

a compare circuit, used to compare memory data stored in the same address in a plurality 
of memories (Fig. 3, Pattern comparing circuit C; column 5 lines 41-43 and 46-53, which 
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disclose the same address in a plurality of memories; and column 5 line 65 through column 6 
line 3, which discloses a comparison of the data); and 

a control circuit coupled to said plurality of memories, wherein said control circuit 
controls said memory data to be read or written from/to said plurality of memories (Fig. 3, the 
combination of Bin, Bout, J, and TM; columns 4-6). 

However, Kiso et al. fails to teach of comparing at least three data inputs. Wensley et al. 
teaches of a compare circuit which compares at least three data inputs from different sources, 
wherein if the data inputs are divided into a first kind data and a second kind data and if the 
count of the first kind data outnumbers that of the second kind data, the compare circuit will 
output the first kind data (Fig. 1; column 3 lines 65-67, column 4 lines 30-33 and 50-51, and 
column 7 lines 45-49). 

It would have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made, to have included the multiple data comparison as taught by Wensley et al. in the invention 
of Kiso et al This would have been obvious because the invention of Wensley et al. allows 
increases the fault tolerance of a computer system when memory data is being compared (column 
1 lines 49-68). 

As in claim 2, Kiso et al. teaches a test circuit, receiving said memory data and the first 
kind data generated by said compare circuit to generate a testing result (Fig. 3, the combination 
of Bout and J; column 6 lines 1-20). 
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As in claim 3, Kiso et al. teaches said test circuit further comprises a plurality of sub-test 
circuits with the same circuit design (Fig. 4; column 5 lines 10-12, where the transistors of Bout 
are interpreted as subtest circuits with a same circuit design). 

As in claim 4, Kiso et al. teaches said testing result gets an error code and then a faulty 
memory or a faulty sub-test circuit can be identified according to said error code (column 6 lines 
4-24, where the disagreement signal is interpreted as an error code). 

As in claim 5, Kiso et al. teaches said plurality of memories are the same type of memory 
(column 4 lines 41-45, where it is interpreted that the memory cell arrays are of the same type of 
memory). 

As in claim 7, Kiso et al. teaches said compare circuit further comprises a plurality of 
sub-compare circuits with the same circuit design (Fig. 2, AND gates; column 1 lines 42-43). 

As in claim 8, Kiso et al. teaches said control circuit is unable to receive the first kind 
data sent from said compare circuit while said control circuit is in the writing mode (Fig. 3; 
column 5 line 44 through column 6 line 1, where it is interpreted that the transfer gates are open 
only during reads and writes, which occur at different times than one another - when data is 
being written, kind data will not be received because reception of kind data occurs during a read 
mode). 
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As in claim 10, Kiso et al. teaches a memory modeling circuit with fault toleration, 
comprising: 

a compare circuit, used to receive memory data stored in the same address in a plurality 
of memories and comparing the data with each other (Fig. 3, Pattern comparing circuit C; 
column 5 lines 41-43 and 46-53, which disclose the same address in a plurality of memories; and 
column 5 line 65 through column 6 line 3, which discloses a comparison of the data); 

a control circuit connecting said plurality of memories, wherein said control circuit enters 
a writing mode and writes information to the same address in said plurality of memories or enter 
a reading mode to load data from said compare circuit (Fig. 3, the combination of Bin, Bout, J, 
and TM; columns 4-6); and 

a test circuit receiving the memory data stored in the same address in said plurality of 
memories and the first a kind data generated by said compare circuit to generate a testing result 
(Fig. 3, the combination of Bout and J; column 6 lines 1-20). 

However, Kiso et al fails to teach of comparing at least three data inputs. Wensley et al. 
teaches of a compare circuit which compares at least three data inputs from different sources, 
wherein if the data inputs are divided into a first kind data and a second kind data and if the 
count of the first kind data outnumbers that of the second kind data, the compare circuit will 
output the first kind data (Fig. 1; column 3 lines 65-67, column 4 lines 30-33 and 50-51, and 
column 7 lines 45-49). 

It would have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the multiple data comparison as taught by Wensley et al. in the invention 
of Kiso et al. This would have been obvious because the invention of Wensley et al. allows 
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increases the fault tolerance of a computer system when memory data is being compared (column 
1 lines 49-68). 

As in claim 11, Kiso et al. teaches said test circuit further comprises a plurality of sub-test 
circuits with the same circuit design (Fig. 4; column 5 lines 10-12, where the transistors of Bout 
are interpreted as sub-test circuits with a same circuit design). 

As in claim 12, Kiso et al. teaches said testing result can identify a faulty memory or a 
faulty sub-test circuit (column 6 lines 23-24). 

As in claim 13, Kiso et al. teaches said compare circuit further comprises a plurality of 
sub-compare circuits with the same circuit design (Fig. 2, AND gates; column 1 lines 42-43). 

As in claim 15, Kiso et al. teaches said plurality of memories are the same type of 
memory (column 4 lines 41-45, where it is interpreted that the memory cell arrays are of the 
same type of memory). 

As in claim 17, Kiso et al. teaches said control circuit is unable to receive the first kind 
data sent from the compare circuit while said control circuit is in the writing mode (Fig. 3; 
column 5 line 44 through column 6 line 1, where it is interpreted that the transfer gates are open 
only during reads and writes, which occur at different times than one another - when data is 
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being written, kind data will not be received because reception of kind data occurs during a read 
mode). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 6 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kiso et 
al. in view of Wensley et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,375,683) and in further view of Roohparvar (U.S. 
Patent No. 7,047,455). 

As in claims 6 and 16, Kiso et al. teaches of RAM memory (column 4 line 40). However, 
Kiso et al. fails to teach of SDRAM. Roohparvar teaches of SDRAM (column 6 lines 61-65, 
where an SDRAM interface implies SDRAM). 

It would have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the SDRAM as taught by Roohparvar in the invention of Kiso et al. This 
would have been obvious because the invention of Roohparvar teaches of SDRAM, which 
allows for storing of information when power is off so as not to lose data (column 1 lines 21-27), 
in a memory testing environment exhibiting fault tolerance. 



Application/Control Number: 10/620,456 
Art Unit: 21 14 



Page 8 



* * * 

4. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kiso et al. in 
view of Wensley et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,375,683) and in further view of Ricchetti et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,957,371). 

As in claim 14, Kiso et al. teaches of an error code. However, Kiso et al. fails to teach of 
an engineer and repair. Ricchetti et al. teaches that a testing result gets an error code and then an 
engineer knows the fault part according to different error code combinations and repair said fault 
part to keep the reliability (column 14 lines 43-49 and column 15 lines 32-33, where a user is 
interpreted as an engineer). 

It would have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the engineer and repair as taught by Ricchetti et al. in the invention of 
Kiso et al. This would have been obvious because communicating fault information 
corresponding to a particular component to a user allows in order to repair a system, as taught by 
Ricchetti et al., increases the overall ability for a computer system to continue functioning 
properly and safely. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 



5. Claims 9 and 18 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

6. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 



Claims 9 and 18 disclose limitations involving data that may be received and data that 
may not be received by a control circuit. When read within the remainder of the limitations of 
the respective claims, claims 9 and 18 are allowable over the prior art. 

Conclusion 



7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

U.S. Patent 4,794,601 Kikuchi discloses comparing at least three data outputs. 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Paul Contino whose telephone number is (571) 272-3657. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:00 am - 6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Scott Baderman can be reached on (571) 272-3644. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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5/1/2007 




SCOTT BADERMAN 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



